AN EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS OF HIGHER EDUCATION BUSINESS FACULTY by McKenzie, Louise
St. John's University 
St. John's Scholar 
Theses and Dissertations 
2021 
AN EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS OF HIGHER EDUCATION BUSINESS 
FACULTY 
Louise McKenzie 
Saint John's University, Jamaica New York 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.stjohns.edu/theses_dissertations 
 Part of the Educational Leadership Commons 
Recommended Citation 
McKenzie, Louise, "AN EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS OF HIGHER EDUCATION BUSINESS FACULTY" (2021). 
Theses and Dissertations. 246. 
https://scholar.stjohns.edu/theses_dissertations/246 
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by St. John's Scholar. It has been accepted for 
inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of St. John's Scholar. For more information, 
please contact fazzinol@stjohns.edu. 
AN EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS OF HIGHER EDUCATION BUSINESS FACULTY 
A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment 
of the requirements for the degree of 
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 
to the faculty of the 
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP 
of 
THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
at 
ST. JOHN’S UNIVERSITY 
New York 
by 
Louise A. McKenzie 
Date Submitted  3/18/2021 Date Approved  5/19/2021 
_______________________ __________________________ 
Louise A. McKenzie     Dr. James R. Campbell
   
 





AN EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS OF HIGHER EDUCATION BUSINESS FACULTY  
 Louise A. McKenzie 
 The purpose of this study was to contribute to the body of research on the factors 
which influence job satisfaction and retention of business faculty in higher education. 
This study utilized the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty NSOPF: 2004 which is a 
nationally representative sample of higher education faculty and was sponsored by the 
NCES and the U.S. Department of Education. It is important to investigate the 
characteristics which predict job satisfaction of business faculty as their expertise and 
field-based research affect the global economy. The study looked at the effect of several 
factors on the job satisfaction of business faculty: age, race, satisfaction with authority to 
make decisions, satisfaction with workload, demographics, highest degree, satisfaction 
with technology-based activities, satisfaction with salary, satisfaction with benefits, 
satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement and satisfaction with 
scholarly activities. 
 Maslow’s needs hierarchy theory was one of the first theories to examine 
important contributors to job satisfaction. Professor’s job satisfaction appears to be the 
most widely studied factor in relation to professor self-efficacy. Without self-efficacy, 
people will not try hard to achieve anything because they will have the perception that 
their efforts will be pointless. Professor self-efficacy is a professor’s perceived capability 
to impart knowledge and to influence the behavior of students. Herzberg’s Motivational-
Hygiene Theory is examined to determine the factors which influence job satisfaction. 
 
 
 The paper examined if the characteristics of the structure of the population of 
business faculty predict job satisfaction. The findings were that faculty were equally 
satisfied based on gender and race. With respect to the factors which best predict levels of 
job satisfaction among business faculty, the findings were that faculty were satisfied with 
workload, technology-based activities, and scholarly activities. 
 The results of the analysis indicated that business faculty comprise a distinct 
group among higher education faculty and possess a unique set of characteristics in terms 
of their demographic educational background employment status workload 
instructional practices and research activities. The researcher noted several features of the 
definition which make job satisfaction a fundamentally complex social attitude and there 
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I have fond memories of the games which Daddy devised for us as we took long 
trips. He explained that mile posts were exactly one mile apart and with a reminder that 
there are 60 minutes in one hour. He asked us what we thought would happen if he drove 
at exactly 60 miles per hour and proceed to test the theory. We watched as the needle of 
the speedometer was steady at 60 and started the timer as we passed the next mile post. 
As a child, it was very exciting to observe that it took exactly one minute to get from one 
mile post to the next. On long car trips there was never any fighting between siblings as 
Daddy invented a game in which we received points for the things which we observed. 
We each had to keep our own running tally of points. On some days a red front truck was 
worth ten points, cars with odd license plate numbers were worth 1 point even plates 
were worth two points, blue cars were worth 3 points and there was always a bonus for a 
car of the same make and model as our car. This gave us a solid foundation in 




TABLE OF CONTENTS 
DEDICATION .................................................................................................................... ii 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ............................................................................................... iii 
LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................... viii 
LIST OF FIGURES ............................................................................................................ x 
CHAPTER 1 ....................................................................................................................... 1 
Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 1 
The Purpose of the Study ................................................................................................ 2 
CHAPTER 2 ....................................................................................................................... 4 
Review of Related Literature .......................................................................................... 4 
Job Satisfaction ........................................................................................................... 4 
Theories of Job Satisfaction ........................................................................................ 4 
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory ........................................................................ 5 
Job Characteristics Theory (JCT) ............................................................................... 7 
The Dispositional Approach to Job Satisfaction ......................................................... 8 
Bandura’s Theory of Self-efficacy ............................................................................ 11 
Sources of Self-efficacy ............................................................................................ 12 
The Effect of Self-efficacy on Job Satisfaction ........................................................ 13 
Teacher’s Job Satisfaction and Self-efficacy ............................................................ 14 
Efficacy beliefs as determinants of teachers' job satisfaction ................................... 14 
 
 vi 
Vroom’s Expectancy Theory .................................................................................... 14 
Social Cognitive Theory:  An Agentic Perspective .................................................. 16 
Self-Determination Theory of Motivation ................................................................ 16 
The Situational Occurrences Theory of Job Satisfaction .......................................... 16 
How three strands came to be seen as one rope ........................................................ 17 
Management by Objectives ....................................................................................... 17 
A Study of the Generality of Herzberg’s Theory ...................................................... 20 
Does Herzberg's Motivation Theory have Staying Power? ...................................... 20 
The Impact of Employee Attitudes on Job Satisfaction............................................ 20 
McGregor's Theory X/Y and Job Performance ........................................................ 21 
Research on College of Business .............................................................................. 23 
University faculty members’ perceptions of their teaching efficacy ........................ 24 
Job Satisfaction among University Faculty .............................................................. 24 
Herzberg and Maslow ............................................................................................... 25 
Are Herzberg’s Motivators and Hygienes Unidimensional? .................................... 26 
Faculty Job Satisfaction: Women and Minorities in Peril ........................................ 26 
Job Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction in Higher Education ........................................ 27 
Prioritization and Decision-Making Regarding Faculty ........................................... 27 
A Causal Model of Faculty Intention to Leave ......................................................... 28 
The Significance/Importance of the Study ............................................................... 32 
Research Questions ................................................................................................... 33 
Definition of Terms................................................................................................... 33 
Chapter 3 ........................................................................................................................... 38 
 
 vii 
Methods and Procedures ............................................................................................... 38 
Research Design and Data Analysis ............................................................................. 38 
Sample........................................................................................................................... 38 
Instruments .................................................................................................................... 38 
Procedures ..................................................................................................................... 42 
Limitations .................................................................................................................... 42 
CHAPTER 4 ..................................................................................................................... 55 
Results of Data Analysis ............................................................................................... 55 
Demographic Characteristics of the Participants .......................................................... 55 
Chapter 5 ........................................................................................................................... 73 
Discussion ..................................................................................................................... 73 
Implications of Findings ............................................................................................... 73 
Relationship to Prior Research ...................................................................................... 74 
Limitations of the Study................................................................................................ 76 
Recommendations for Future Research & Practice ...................................................... 78 





LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1 Descriptive Statistics............................................................................................ 40 
Table 2 Principal Field of Teaching-Specific Code ......................................................... 43 
Table 3 Employed Full or Part-time at this Institution..................................................... 44 
Table 4 Principal Research Field-specific Code .............................................................. 45 
Table 5 Satisfaction with Authority to make Decisions .................................................... 46 
Table 6  Scholarly Activity, Description ........................................................................... 47 
Table 7  Satisfaction with Technology-based Activities ................................................... 47 
Table 8  Satisfaction with Equipment/Facilities ............................................................... 48 
Table 9  Satisfaction with Institutional Support for Teaching Improvement .................... 49 
Table 10  Satisfaction with Workload ............................................................................... 49 
Table 11  Satisfaction with Salary .................................................................................... 50 
Table 12  Satisfaction with Benefits .................................................................................. 50 
Table 13  Satisfaction with Job Overall ............................................................................ 51 
Table 14  Race/ethnicity, Hispanic/Latino........................................................................ 51 
Table 15  Race, American Indian or Alaska Native .......................................................... 52 
Table 16  Race, Asian ....................................................................................................... 52 
 
 ix 
Table 17  Race, Black or African American ..................................................................... 53 
Table 18  Race, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander............................................. 53 
Table 19  Race, White ....................................................................................................... 54 
Table 20  Descriptive Statistics ......................................................................................... 57 
Table 21  Results of Multiple Regression Analysis ─ Model Summary ............................ 58 
Table 22  Results of Multiple Regression Analysis─ANOVA ........................................... 64 





LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1 Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs .............................................................................. 6 
Figure 2 The Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation ............................................ 8 
Figure 3 The Experience and Expression of Job Satisfaction........................................... 11 
Figure 4 Sources of Self-Efficacy – Albert Bandura’s Theory .......................................... 13 
Figure 5  Vroom’s Expectancy Model of Motivation ........................................................ 15 
Figure 6  Vroom’s Theory ................................................................................................. 15 
Figure 7  Management by Objectives Concept by Peter Drucker .................................... 18 
Figure 8  Conceptual Framework of Faculty Job Satisfaction ......................................... 19 
Figure 9 McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y .................................................................. 22 







Higher education is a multifaceted and ambiguous business both economically 
and in the various nuances of institutional missions. The vision of higher education as a 
commodity in a global market has been a very important consideration for governments 
(Wimshurst, Bates, Wortley, & Allard, 2007). In this 21st century, as our nation continues 
to become more demographically diverse, it is strategically important for our higher 
education institutions to establish diverse campus environments. A diverse faculty in 
higher education enriches the ability of colleges and universities to handle the challenges 
of an increasingly dynamic society. The demographic information reported by NCES 
(2005) found that retirement was fast approaching for one third of the then current faculty 
(the baby boomer generation). It is important to investigate the characteristics which 
predict job satisfaction of business faculty as their expertise and field-based research 
create enduring local and global concepts that shape best practices in this era when the 
effects of a global economy is so ubiquitous. 
In order to gain insight into factors such as turnover, retention and gender, prior 
studies (Smart, 1990; VanGilder, 2000; Goubeaud, 2002; Zhou, 2003) examined faculty 
departure from different perspectives: external, institutional, departmental and personal. 
The turnover studies which focused on institutional factors, investigated turnover in terms 
of the mission, size and type of the institution; institutional culture and climate; campus 
governance as well as compensation and benefit packages (Daly and Dee (2006). The 
ones which focused on the personal variables included issues such as geographical 
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locations and expectations. External factors focused on the community location of the 
institution and the requirements in the labor market. (Ali, 2007; Alemu, 2008) 
The purposes of these studies also varied. Some studies were focused on the 
determination of specific factors that contributed to the turnover of faculty from specific 
social groups, such as women and minorities (Plata, 1996; Aguirre, 2000; VanGilder, 
2000; Furlong, 2001; Phillips, 2002; Ali, 2007). Additional studies are focused on the 
development of alternative models for turnover studies (Smart, 1990; Price, 2001; Zhou, 
2003; Morrell, Loan-Clark, & Wilkinson, 2004; Daly & Dee, 2006). Still other studies 
are geared toward recommending solutions for improved faculty retention (Matier, 1990; 
Ehrenberg, Kasper & Rees, 1991). The outcomes or findings of these studies vary 
depending on the null hypotheses of the research and the variables which were used. 
The Purpose of the Study 
The expertise and field-based research of business faculty create enduring local 
and global concepts that shape best practices. The purpose of this study is to contribute to 
the body of research on the factors which influence the job satisfaction and retention of 
business faculty in higher education. It is also a purpose to make a case for a new 
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) which should collect data on 
additional factors including the influences of technology. 
A basic premise of organization theory is that institutions are established in order 
to accomplish specific purposes. Consequently, individuals are hired to help an 
organization to accomplish those purposes. There is a delicate and important relationship 
which exists between an institution and its employees. This relationship affects the way 
that the institution functions. 
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The study will describe the characteristics and attitudes of business faculty and 
will investigate the impact of individual and institutional characteristics on their 
professional activities. 
Due to the important role of these faculty members, it is important to pay special 
attention to the successes which these faculty have within higher education institutions 
and their ability to effectively execute their responsibilities. However, there is a lack of 
information about business faculty in higher education institutions in the United States. 
This study will focus on the faculty who are hired to teach business courses and 
will potentially benefit a wide variety of stakeholders. The primary beneficiary would be 
individual institutions as they would be able to understand and address issues which 
affect faculty retention. Another beneficiary would be policymakers who could make use 
of this study in order to institute appropriate policies on faculty retention. Finally, since 
this study uses the national data set (NSOPF: 04), researchers can make the case for the 
collection of more updated data so that insight can be gained into more recent 
developments in the issue in order to expand knowledge and use this work as a 





Review of Related Literature 
Job Satisfaction 
Job satisfaction is how people feel about different aspects of their jobs. It is the 
extent to which people like (satisfaction) or dislike (dissatisfaction) their jobs (Spector, 
1997). Job satisfaction is the most frequently studied variable in organizational behavior 
research. It is a central variable in both research and theory of observable organizational 
occurrences ranging from job design to supervision. An investigation of faculty job 
satisfaction provides leaders of academic affairs with unique insights into the faculty 
experience. There are numerous theories of job satisfaction which have attempted to 
precisely describe the factors which influence job experiences. 
Theories of Job Satisfaction 
Job satisfaction theories help to identify the factors which influence job 
satisfaction and what steps can be taken to increase employee job satisfaction. 
Satisfaction is a psychological factor.  Work environment is an example of a 
psychological factor. Job satisfaction theories have a strong connection with theories 
which explain human motivation.  The most common job satisfaction theories are 
Maslow’s Needs Hierarchy Theory, Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory, job 
characteristics theory, dispositional approach to job satisfaction, Bandura’s theory of self-





Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory 
Maslow’s needs hierarchy theory was one of the first theories to examine the 
important contributors to job satisfaction. The theory was developed to provide a general 
explanation of human motivation. The framework, as depicted in figure 1, expressed the 
idea that human beings have a set order of needs. Eating, drinking, sleeping, and 
breathing are in the first level of physiological needs. Level by level Maslow draws 
various human needs together. Maslow does not directly mention a pyramid form but 
there is a hierarchy of importance. As soon as one group of needs is satisfied, other needs 
immediately appear. When the need for food is satisfied then the need for safety or 
protection against theft or damage needs to be satisfied. As humans progress up the 
pyramid, the needs tend to be more psychological and social. As a result, the social nature 
of the human develops and the need for love, friendship and intimacy becomes important. 
Since Maslow’s hierarchy of needs encompasses many areas, including personal 
development, it is advantageous to utilize the terminology which was employed by 
Maslow himself in order to explain the essence of the concept.  Maslow’s hierarchy of 
needs theory suggests that human needs form a five-level hierarchy consisting of 
physiological needs, safety needs, the need to belong, the need for esteem or recognition 
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Job Characteristics Theory (JCT) 
Two organizational psychologists, J. Richard Hackman and Greg Oldham 
developed the job characteristics theory and first introduced it in 1976. It is often used as 
a framework to study the effect of specific job characteristics on job outcomes such as 
job satisfaction. The basic job characteristics model is presented in figure 2. Five core job 
dimensions promote the three psychological states this leads to several valuable personal 
and work outcomes. The link between the core job dimensions and the critical 
psychological states and between the critical psychological states and the personal and 
work outcomes are shown as qualified by employee growth need strength. 
There is considerable evidence that differences among people moderate how they 
react to their work and the strength of the individual need appears to be a useful way to 
intellectualize and measure those differences (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The 
researchers predicted that people who have high need for personal growth and 
development will have a more positive response to a job with high motivating potential 
than people with low growth need strength. The job characteristics model only deals with 
aspects of jobs that can be changed to create positive motivational encouragements for 
the employee. (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). 
The job characteristics model designed by Hackman and Oldham only applies to 
jobs that are usually carried out independently by employees. The model is exclusively 






The Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation 
 
 
The Dispositional Approach to Job Satisfaction 
The dispositional approach to job satisfaction is a very general theory that 
proposes that people have innate dispositions that cause them to have tendencies towards 
a certain level of satisfaction regardless of the job that they do. The dispositional 
approach suggests that job satisfaction is closely related to personality. Staw and Cohen-
Charash, (2005) discussed the concerns which were originally raised by Davis-Blake and 
Pfeffer, (1989) about the conceptual and methodical research. Davis-Blake and Pfeffer 
thought that it was important to distinguish the dispositional approach from other 
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approaches that use individual differences to explain attitudes and behavior in the 
workplace. 
The paper by Davis-Blake and Pfeffer (1989) was organized into four main 
sections. The first section was a review of the major elements of the dispositional 
approach and included highlights of the underlying assumptions of the dispositional 
approach. The researchers then described some of the gaps, inconsistensies, complexities, 
contradictions and surprises which were faced by researchers who use the dispositional 
approach to organizational behavior. They then focused on the information which had 
been gathered in the previous decade and discussed the problems that make the evidence 
difficult to interpret. They then summarized several ways in which the emperical and 
conceptual problems can be addressed  The final section described some of the 
significant practical limitations of the dispositional approach to job satisfaction. 
Davis-Blake and Pfeffer (1989) made four suggestions for improving 
dispositional research. These suggestions were: 1) dispositions should be clearly defined 
and measured; 2) disposition researchers should account for other factors and base their 
research on a model of job attitudes and behavior that includes non dispositional as well 
as dispositional causes; this is because there is a large body of research evidence which 
suggests that dispositions are not the only factors that have inportant effects on job 
attitudes. 3) Researchers must develop and test models that can simultaneously examine 
organizational situations as well as dispositions; this is because there are several 
theoretical reasons that indicate that dispositions are only likely to have only limited 
effects on attitudes and behavior inside organizations. 4) It is critical to determine if 
dispositions can be altered so eventually researchers need to develop some testable ideas 
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about the sources and stability of dispositions (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989). The 
researchers believe that this would allow for the understanding of what tools might be 
available for changing dispositions. 
Staw and Cohen-Charash, (2005) discussed the concerns which were originally 
raised by Davis-Blake and Pfeffer, (1989) about the conceptual and methodical research 
(Tschannen‐Moran & McMaster 2009). As shown in figure 3, the process of job 
satisfaction may be composed of several steps. The diagram represents a simplification of 
the process of job attitudes. The exposure to work events and conditions is first – these 
could be task related or interpersonal. As demonstrated in the diagram, recognition and 
evaluation of these events and conditions is next. This is followed by the recall of prior 
positive and negative experiences as well as the storage (memory) of information which 
is influenced by emotions. In the final step of the process, satisfaction is expressed or 
reported to others. This could be in the form of qualitative observations or quantitative 
surveys. The researchers caution that the paths specified should be taken as typical 
instead of exclusive paths toward job satisfaction. The researchers further stated that 







The Experience and Expression of Job Satisfaction 
   (adapted from Staw, 2004) 
 
 
Bandura’s Theory of Self-efficacy 
Self-efficacy, the belief in one’s abilities to accomplish desired outcomes, 
powerfully affects people’s behavior and ultimately, their success or failure (Bandura, 
1997). There is a body of evidence to support Bandura’s theory. The literature widely 
documents the pervasive influence that self-efficacy beliefs have on various domains of 
functioning and behavior and corroborates social–cognitive theory, which places such 
beliefs at the root of human agency (Bandura, 2001). Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, 
and Steca (2003) examined self- and collective efficacy beliefs as main determinants of 




Sources of Self-efficacy 
Without self-efficacy, people will not try hard to achieve anything because they 
will have the perception that their efforts will be pointless. Teacher self-efficacy is a 
teacher’s perceived capability to impart knowledge and to influence the behavior of 
students, even students who are unmotivated or challenging (Guskey & Passaro, 1994). 
Tschannen-Moran and McMaster conducted a quasi-experimental study which tested the 
potency of different self-efficacy beliefs. As illustrated in figure 4, the four sources of 
self-efficacy are 1) Performance Accomplishments 2) Vicarious Experience 3) Social 
Persuasion and 4) Physiological and Emotional States. 
Performance Accomplishments – Enactive Mastery or Performance outcomes. 
This is personal assessment information that is based on an individual’s 
accomplishments. Mastery expectations are raised by previous successes while repeated 
failures lower them. Vicarious experience which is also called modelling is gained by 
observing others perform activities successfully. It can generate expectations in observers 
that they can improve their performance by learning from what they have observed. 
Social persuasion involves activities where people are led through suggestion, into 
believing that they can cope with specific tasks. Information about efficacy beliefs can be 






Sources of Self-Efficacy – Albert Bandura’s Theory 
 
The Effect of Self-efficacy on Job Satisfaction 
Self-efficacy is one of the factors which influence job satisfaction. It is the core 
concept of Bandura’s social-cognitive theory. Bandura’s self-efficacy theory refers to a 



















(e.g. Emotional state) 
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Teacher’s Job Satisfaction and Self-efficacy 
Teacher’s job satisfaction appears to be the most widely studied factor in relation 
to teacher self-efficacy. On a global scale, the identification and retention of effective 
teachers in STEM education is crucial. 
Efficacy beliefs as determinants of teachers' job satisfaction 
Caprara (2003) and his colleagues worked with 103 Italian junior high schools 
and examined self and collective efficacy beliefs as main determinants of teachers’ job 
satisfaction. Multilevel structural equation modeling analyses were conducted. The 
results corroborated a conceptual model in which individual and collective-efficacy 
beliefs represent, respectively, the distal and proximal determinants of teachers' job 
satisfaction (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, & Steca, 2003). The researchers further 
found that the perceptions that teachers have of other constituencies' behavior largely 
mediated the links between self- and collective-efficacy beliefs. They also found that 
collective-efficacy beliefs, in turn, partially mediated the influence that teachers' 
perceptions of other school constituencies' behavior exerts on their own job satisfaction 
(Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, & Steca, 2003). 
Vroom’s Expectancy Theory 
Victor Vroom’s expectancy theory is a management theory which is focused on 
motivation. The theory states that the motivation of the behavior is determined by how 
desirable the outcome is. Expectancy theory is about the mental processes which drive 
choice. Van Eerde and Thierry, (1996) performed a meta-analysis which integrated the 
correlations of 77 studies on Vroom’s (1964) original expectancy models. Vroom 
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realized that the performance of employees is based on individual factors such as skills, 
personality, experience, knowledge and abilities. 
Vroom’s expectancy theory of motivation is about the associations that people 
make towards expected outcomes and the contribution they feel they can make towards 
those outcomes. 
 
Figure 5  









Figure 6  
Vroom’s Theory 
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Social Cognitive Theory:  An Agentic Perspective 
Bandura examined collective efficacy in his paper on social cognitive theory. He 
stated that “There is a growing transnational embeddedness and interdependence which 
are placing a premium on collective efficacy to exercise control over personal destinies 
and national life” (Bandura, 2001). 
Self-Determination Theory of Motivation 
While working at the University of Rochester in 1977, Richard Ryan and Edward 
Deci developed the self-determination theory of motivation (O'Hara, 2017). The Self-
Determination Theory (SDT) of motivation basically overturned the dominant belief that 
the best way to get human beings to perform tasks was to reinforce their behavior with 
rewards. The Self-determination Theory co-founders describe the theory and its historical 
and philosophical foundations as well as mini theories and applications in their book, 
“Self-Determination Theory: Basic Psychological Needs in Motivation, Development, 
and Wellness” (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Ryan and Deci demonstrate that the support of 
people’s basic needs for competence, autonomy and relatedness are extremely important 
for almost all aspects of individual and societal functioning 
The Situational Occurrences Theory of Job Satisfaction 
The Situational Occurrences Theory of Job Satisfaction posits that job satisfaction 
is a function of situational characteristics and situational occurrences. Situational 
characteristics are a stable and relatively finite set of variables. Situational occurrences 
are a broader based fluid set of variables.  It was hypothesized that the best method to 
predict overall job satisfaction was to use a combination of situational characteristics and 
situational occurrences instead of using either one alone.  It was also hypothesized that a 
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dominant role in determining subsequent satisfaction with the job is played by situational 
occurrences.  A two-phase study was conducted to test the situational occurrences theory 
of job satisfaction (Quarstein, McAfee, & Glassman, 1992).  
How three strands came to be seen as one rope 
The story of the field of organizational behavior and development is quite 
interesting. Perhaps one of the strongest features of the field of organizational behavior 
and development has been its openness to embrace any concept, process, or technique 
which improves human behavior in organizations (Dent, 2002). The three strands 
discussed here are Roethlisberger and the Harvard Business School, Kurt Lewin and 
NTL, and Herzberg. Kurt Lewin founded the National Training Laboratories Institute for 
Applied Behavioral Science, known as the NTL Institute, an American non-profit 
behavioral psychology center, in 1947. 
Management by Objectives 
Peter Drucker is frequently credited with establishing or “inventing” the 
philosophic foundations of management by objectives (MBO). He was assisted in this 
effort by Harold Smiddy of the General Electric Company. Drucker was the first to 
publish the concept and the first to use the term, management by objective (Greenwood, 
1981). Greenwood further explains that contrary to his predecessors, Drucker saw that 
objectives are risk-taking decisions that are not known or given, instead of taking it for 
granted that objectives were known obvious and given. Peter Drucker made objectives 
the core of the structure of managing, he thought it through, explained it and put it forth 
in a form that others could use (Greenwood, 1981). Figure 7 illustrates Peter Drucker’s 
management by objectives.  
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Figure 7  















Management by Objectives (MBO) 
The Five-Step MBO Process 
Organizational objectives 
reviewed 
Employee objectives set 
Progress monitored 
MBO for the next 





Figure 8  




and Hygienes Demographics 
Environmental 




















Student quality  
or relationships 
 
Change in life stage 
Change in family-
related or personal 
circumstances 
Change in rank or 
tenure 
Transfer to new 
institution 
Change in perceived 
justice 
Change in mood or 
emotional state 
Disengagement Acceptance/Tolerance Appreciation of job 
Actively engaged in 
work 
Job Satisfaction Continuum 
 
20 
A Study of the Generality of Herzberg’s Theory 
 The researcher (Ewen, 1964) criticized Herzberg’s theory. The study by 
Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman (1959) found that certain work-situation variables or 
“satisfiers” produce positive attitudes but did not produce negative attitudes. Herzberg 
and his colleagues found that other variables called “dissatisfiers” produce negative, but 
not positive job attitudes. Ewen discussed several deficiences in the methodology of the 
Herzberg study. These deficiences included the narrow range of the jobs which were 
investigated, the fact that only one measure of job attitude was used; there was validity 
and reliability data; and there was no measure of overall job satisfaction. Ewen concluded 
that Herzberg’s results should not be generalized outside of the specified study. 
Does Herzberg's Motivation Theory have Staying Power? 
Several factors prompted an investigation as to whether herzberg(Bassett-Jones & 
Lloyd, 2005) investigated the issue of whether Herzberg’s two-factor motivation theory 
still applies half a century after it was first posited.The objective of the study was to 
evaluate whether or not Herzberg’s contentious seminal studies on motvation at work still 
apply after fifty years. In order to investigate the theory (Vijayakumar & Saxena, 2015) 
conducted a study of 144 middle level managers and dtermined that Herzberg’s two-
factor approach was not sufficient to explain the job satisfaction and work place 
motivation. 
The Impact of Employee Attitudes on Job Satisfaction 
Chaita (2014) conducted a job satisfaction study which focused on three main 
objectives. The objectives were 1) the causes of job satisfaction 2) the effect of negative 
attitudes and performance and 3) how to influence positive attitude in employees. These 
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ojectives were examined in the context of various work related elements and their impact 
on the level of job satisfaction. The study begins with a discussion of the definition of job 
satisfaction. The researcher noted several features of the definition which make job 
satisfaction a fundamentally complex social attitude. In the review of the literature, 
(Chaita, 2014) notes that there is confusion and debate about the applicability of 
Herzberg’s theory. 
McGregor's Theory X/Y and Job Performance 
McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y (1957; 1960/1985; 1966; 1967), are among 
the most famous theories of motivation and leadership. Theory X and Theory Y are 
theories of human work motivation and management. They were created by Douglas 
McGregor while he was working at the MIT Sloan School of Management in the 1950s 
and developed further in the 1960s. The two theories describe two contrasting sets of 
assumptions that managers make about their people. These theories are based on the 
premise that management needs to assemble all the factors of production, including 
human beings, to get the work done.  Theory X posits that people dislike work, have little 
ambition, and are unwilling to take responsibility. Theory X relies on the authoritarian 
style of management, where the managers are required to give instructions and keep a 
close check on each employee. On the other hand, Theory Y relies on the participative 
style of management, where the managers assume that the employees are self-directed 
and self- motivated to accomplish the organizational objectives. As a result, the 
management attempts to get the maximum output with least efforts on their part. 
Following are the assumptions of Theory Y: The average human being does not 
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inherently dislike work; they are creative and self-motivated and like to work with greater 
responsibilities. 
Employees are self-directed and self-controlled and therefore the threat of 
punishment is not only the means for getting the desired results. The extent to which an 
employee is committed to objectives is determined by the rewards associated with their 
achievement. The most significant rewards in this context could be the satisfaction of the 
ego and the fulfillment of self-actualization needs. The average human being is ambitious 
and is ready to take responsibilities. He likes to lead rather than to be led by others. The 
employees exercise a relatively high degree of imagination and creativity in solving the 
complex organizational problems. 
 
Figure 9 





Research on College of Business 
 In many higher education institutions when faculty researchers get articles 
accepted by professional or academic publications it is a significant contributor to career 
success. The Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA) posits a relationship between person–
environment fit, job satisfaction and tenure (Bretz Jr. & Judge, 1994).  Rewards for 
publications include promotion, receiving tenure, increased salaries, and preeminent 
respect among peers as well as leaders in industry and other professionals (Flanagan, 
2015). In the process of obtaining these rewards, faculty members often collaborate in 
order to get articles published in established journals. Flanagan surveyed deans and 
faculty at business-accredited colleges of business on the extent and impact of the 
occurrence of undeserved authorships in business journal articles.  
Flanagan investigated if just collaborating on a piece of work was enough to claim 
authorship, and if that work need validation through a process. In addition, Flanagan 
investigated how authorship is defined in academic circles. Flanagan further states that 
there is not a lot of empirical research on authorship, or what actually are the defining 
characteristics of the term, with regard to academic publications. The American 
Psychological Association's (APA) revised Ethical Principles and Code of Conduct says 
that credit for authorship is “only for work they have actually performed or to which they 
have substantially contributed” and that “principal authorship and other publication 
credits accurately reflect the relative scientific or professional contributions of the 
individuals involved, regardless of their relative status. Mere possession of an 
institutional position, such as department chair, does not justify authorship credit” 
(APA, 2002, p. 11). Flanagan (2005) examined the ethical implications of undeserved 
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authorships by comparing two prior studies on the matter and addressing some key points 
in the findings. The goal of the research was to improve the processes on which 
publications are based and re-examine how all the constituents in business colleges: 
faculty, professionals, administrators and students define what constitutes the author of a 
publication. 
Flanagan’s study analyzed and compared two previous studies which examined 
undeserved authorships. The studies were: “College of Business Faculty Views on Gift 
Authorships in Business Journals” (Manton, English, & Brodnax, College of business 
faculty views on gift authorships in business journals, 2012) and “College of Business 
Deans' Views on Undeserved Authorships in Business Journals” (Manton & English, 
2011). Both studies investigated the perceptions of the extent to which undeserved 
coauthorssip in business journals was occuring and the influence of these publications on 
the reward system of faculty. The data from the prior studies were used to compare the 
views of the faculty with those of the deans. 
University faculty members’ perceptions of their teaching efficacy 
 A study was conducted by Chang, Lin and Song in order to investigate faculty 
members’ perceptions of teaching efficacy and their relation to faculty members’ 
backgrounds. The questionnaire which measured six dimensions of teaching efficacy, 
was distributed to 17 universities in Tiawan and yielded 513 complete sets of 
responses.(Chang, Lin, & Song, 2011). 
Job Satisfaction among University Faculty 
 A study was conducted by Bozeman and Gaughan (2011) in order to understand 
academic faculty job satisfaction. The study focussed on three different sets of variables 
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which were characteristics of the individual,the work context and institutional 
interactions. A special feature of the study is that it was based on a representative national 
sample of university faculty (Carnegie Foundation, 2000) working in all fields of science 
and engineering (Bozeman & Gaughan, 2011). 
Cerci & Dumludag, (2019) conducted a study which examined the effects of 
work-related factors, academic related factors, and relative income on life satisfaction 
and overall job satisfaction of young faculty members at certain top universities in major 
cities in Turkey. The analysis was based on a survey which was conducted with 1215 
research assistants. The researchers ran separate regressions for the entire sample and for 
categories of gender. The Oxford English Dictionary defines mobbing as a “deliberate 
attempt to force a person out of their workplace by humiliation, general harassment, 
emotional abuseand/or terror”.In the United States,the term “bullying” or “harassment” is 
used to describe this type of behavior. 
The findings of the research revealed that job satisfaction and life satisfaction 
were strongly correlated with time for research, mobbing (bullying), formal and informal 
pressure and subjective job security.  
Herzberg and Maslow 
In 1959 psychologist Fredrick Herzberg published his research into job attitudes. 
He set out to determine the effect of attitude on motivation, by asking people to describe 
situations where they felt marvelous, and situations where they felt particularly bad, 
about their jobs. What he found was that people who felt good about their jobs gave very 
different responses from the people who felt bad. Maslow’s theory is based on the 
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concept of human needs and their satisfaction. Herzberg’s theory is based on the use of 
motivators which includes recognition, achievement, and opportunity for growth.  
Are Herzberg’s Motivators and Hygienes Unidimensional? 
 Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman (1959) proposed a theoretical framework 
which suggested a dual approach to job motivation.  The investigator, Ronald Burke, 
(1966) tested the assumption that Herzberg’s groups of factors affecting job satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction (motivators and hygienes) represent unidimensional constructs.  The 
results of the investigation indicated the absence of a unidimensional attribute underlying 
both the motivators and the hygienes. The results also suggested that Herzberg’s two-
factor theory may be an oversimplified representation of job satisfaction (Burke, 1966). 
The literature review which Burke used for his research also suggested that the two 
factors may not be independent. The researcher (Burke, 1966) concluded that it may be 
useful for research purposes to establish a basic distinction between intrinsic job 
characteristics and environmental job characteristics. 
Faculty Job Satisfaction: Women and Minorities in Peril 
The Association for the Study of Higher Education – Education Resources 
Information Center (ASHE-ERIC) Higher Education Report number four (Tack & Patitu, 
1992) stated that faculty of the future must reflect the diversity of the population which is 
served. In their report, Tack and Patitu posit that actions must be taken to ensure that 
faculty positions are made attractive to both women and minorities. They further state 
that numerous stresses which uniquely affect women and minorities should be recognized 
and dealt with in an effort to enhance job satisfaction. This alignment would create a 
better fit between the role of faculty and the specific individuals. The report further stated 
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that with the purpose of meeting the demands of their jobs, women have often been 
forced to sacrifice more in terms of their personal lives than their male counterparts. As a 
result, women faculty members are less satisfied with their positions than men. 
Job Satisfaction and Dissatisfaction in Higher Education 
Oshagbemi (1997) conducted a study using content analytical methodology to 
investigate factors which contribute to satisfaction and dissatisfaction in higher 
education. It was found that the same factor had a significant contribution to both 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. For instance, in the case of teaching and research, each 
contribute approximately 25 percent to satisfaction and approximately 16 percent to 
dissatisfaction. This means that teaching and research (which is the job of the faculty) 
contributes to and explains about 50 percent of their satisfaction. In addition, their jobs 
explain more than 30 percent of their job dissatisfaction. In other words, teaching and 
research provided significant contributions to both job satisfaction and dissatisfaction.  
 The researcher also outlined the implications of the findings in the context of 
two-factor theory and the situational occurrences theory of job satisfaction. 
Prioritization and Decision-Making Regarding Faculty 
Ward (2007) reviewed the book, “Rethinking faculty work: Higher Education’s 
Strategic Imperative”, (Gappa, Austin, & Trice, 2007), which describes a very 
comprehensive set of recommendations to guide faculty and administrators in their 
prioritization and decision-making regarding faculty. There is an analysis of the then 
current and changing context of academic work as well as a framework for understanding 
faculty work. Gappa, Austin, & Trice, (2007), define their audience as inclusive of all 
levels of policy makers – those at the national, system and state level, current and future 
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faculty members, leaders of institutions and researchers who are interested in issues 
which affect faculty members. 
A Causal Model of Faculty Intention to Leave 
 Smart (1990) proposed a causal model of faculty intention to leave using data 
from the 1984 Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching National Survey of 
Faculty. The model had four sets of factors: "individual attributes, institutional 
characteristics, contextual work environment variables, and multiple measures of job 
satisfaction on the intentions of faculty to leave their institutions" (p. 405). Consequently, 
faculty, who are older, at universities with democratic forms of governance and who have 
higher levels of career and organizational satisfactions are more likely to stay. Also, male 
non-tenured faculty members and faculty with an inadequate record of publications and 
low interest in research are more likely to remain at their institution. For non-tenured 
faculty, salary satisfaction is an influential determinant. 
Vangilder (2000), used the 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF), and examined institutional characteristics and environmental variables in 
relation to the labor market and gender differences on mobility intentions. The study 
found that an increase in the proportion of female faculty plays an important role in better 
treatment of females, and better treatment in return reduces female faculty turnover. In 
addition, female faculty members were found to be more likely to leave for another job 
during early years of job tenure for reasons such as salary, tenure, and opportunity for 
advancement. 
 Goubeaud (2002) examined the characteristics of teacher educators’ instructional 
practices, research activities and teaching efficacy using the National Study of 
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Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF: 93). He compared teacher educators to faculty in other 
academic fields outside of education. The findings showed that teacher educators 
produced less research than other education faculty.  Additionally, in terms of 
employment status, untenured or part-time teacher educators were more likely to hold 
lower academic ranks. The study recommended reward structures for teacher educators 
who devote a large amount of quality time to teaching. 
The influences on faculty departure intentions were studied by (Zhou, 2003) using 
the 1999 NSOPF data. This study presented three models: one for all faculty, one for 
tenured faculty, and another for non-tenured faculty. The findings showed seniority, 
satisfaction with job security, and compensation as the top three predictors of faculty 
departure. Junior faculty members were more likely to leave their institutions to seek 
other positions than senior faculty. Also, tenured faculty members were found to value 
compensation more than job security as a reason for departure, on the contrary, non-
tenured faculty valued the opposite. The study further underlined the importance of 
extrinsic rewards such as salary, benefits, and opportunities for advancement to be a 
significant pull factor related to faculty intent to depart.  
The balancing of teaching, research, and service in urban public universities 
present unique challenges which are likely to affect faculty intentions to remain in or 
depart from these institutions. Daly and Dee (2006) studied faculty turnover intent in 
urban public universities using data obtained from 1500 faculty randomly sampled from 
15 institutions across the United States. The study suggested that "providing autonomy, 
building supportive communication networks, ensuring equity in rewards, and mutually 
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negotiated work expectations are likely to increase job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment, which in turn strengthen faculty intent to stay" (p. 796). 
 A classic study by Ali (2007) used data collected in three different years from the 
National Study of Postsecondary faculty (NSOPF: 93, 99, 04) which was conducted by 
the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and sponsored by the U.S. 
Department of Education. The study provided comprehensive information about the 
potential change in trends and characteristics of female faculty members from 1993 to 
2004 by examining three main areas: demographic and employment characteristics, 
productivity and job satisfaction. In addition, the study compared these characteristics 
with those of male faculty. The findings of the study indicated some variations in 
productivity and job satisfaction among male and female faculty across different 
academic disciplines. Male faculty were found to have a higher human capital score than 
female faculty. Overall, female faculty were less satisfied with their jobs than male 
faculty. 
 Alemu (2008) investigated faculty turnover in four-year post-secondary 
institutions using data from the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF: 
04). Specifically, this study examined the profiles of institutions with high levels of 
faculty turnover. Results suggested that a combination of subjective judgement and 
objective conditions were major determinants of faculty turnover. The study concluded 
that faculty in institutions with higher turnover were more likely to observe unfair 
treatment of women, part-time faculty and minorities in their institutions than those in 
institutions with low turnover. In addition, faculty in institutions with high turnover were 
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more likely to report dissatisfaction with governance, workload, and overall job 
satisfaction than their counterparts in institutions with low turnover. 
A study was conducted by Lootens (2009) to gain insight into the job satisfaction 
of full and part-time faculty in relation to the effects of intrinsic and extrinsic, 
demographic and institutional typology factors. Intrinsic, extrinsic, demographic and 
institutional typology job satisfaction factors were operationalized as predictors by 
employing the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF: 04) and the 2005 
Carnegie classifications to adapt and extend the model developed by Hagedorn (2000) to 
public community college faculty. This study builds on the work of Linda Hagedorn 
(2000) by adapting her conceptual framework of college and university faculty job 
satisfaction to the delimited population of full- and part-time public community college 
faculty. In her work, Hagedorn operationalized many of the variables included in 
Herzberg’s (1959) dual factor theory which is framed in the context of intrinsic factors 
(arising from the nature of the work, itself) that tend to lead to job satisfaction and the 
extrinsic factors (arising from the employment context) that tend to lead to job 
dissatisfaction. She adapted and extended the dual factor theory to include demographic, 
environmental, and change or transfer variables by employing the 1993 National Survey 
of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF: 93) conducted during the 1992-93 academic year 
(U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993). The 
relationships between predictor and outcome variables were evaluated using weighted 
least squares multiple regression. The regression models for intrinsic and extrinsic, 
demographic, and institutional typology were all significant with the intrinsic and 
extrinsic predictors accounting for 22% of full-time faculty satisfaction variance and 33% 
 
32 
of part-time faculty job satisfaction variance with the employment index. Values of β for 
all intrinsic and extrinsic predictors were significant at least at the p < .05 level. A large 
negative correlation was reflected for the part-time faculty predictor that part-time faculty 
are treated fairly (r = -.51) while negative medium correlations were observed for both 
full-time (r = -.38) and part-time (r = -.42) faculty for the predictor of opinions that 
teaching is rewarded and for full-time faculty that part-time faculty are treated fairly. The 
demographic predictors for full-time faculty accounted for 23% and part-time faculty 
accounted for 22% of the variance in with the employment index. Implications for 
practice and areas for further research are discussed. 
The Significance/Importance of the Study 
 There is a delicate and important relationship which must be fostered between an 
institution and its employees. This relationship affects the productivity of the employees 
as well as the ability of the institution to accomplish its goals. There are various 
challenges which will arise from the inability to maintain an optimal balance between the 
interests of the employees and the interests of the institution. One manifestation of these 
challenges is employee turnover. Employee turnover, according to Ruth Mayhew (2006), 
occurs when the employment relationship ends and refers to the percentage or number of 
employees who leave an organization and are replaced by new personnel. One of the 
major advantages of measuring employee turnover is that it helps an employer to 
examine and understand reasons for turnover as well as evaluate efficiency The cost to 
hire is important for budget purposes. Mayhew also defines different types of turnover. 
Involuntary turnover is also referred to as termination, discharge or firing. Voluntary 
turnover occurs when employees leave an institution of their own volition, usually with 
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verbal or written notice. Harkins (1998), in his study ‘Why employees stay or go’ defined 
employee turnover as the entrance of new employees into an organization and the 
departure of existing employees from the organization. This also includes the rotation of 
workers around the labor market, between different companies. Turnover studies help 
higher education institutions to diagnose their current status and make informed decisions 
concerning emerging issues. The following seminal works: Alemu (2008), Ali (2007), 
Goubeaud (2002), Smart  (1990), Vangilder (2000), and Zhou (2003) provide 
fundamental ideas about turnover studies in general. 
Research Questions 
1. Do characteristics of the structure of the population of business faculty (such as 
gender, race, and age) predict job satisfaction? 
2. What set of the following factors best predicts levels of job satisfaction among 
business faculty: satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, satisfaction with salary, satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, satisfaction with 
benefits and highest degree of the faculty member.  
3. Do (research activities such as) number of book/journal publications, 
presentations and funded research predict business faculty job satisfaction? 
Definition of Terms 
Authorship is universally defined as “1) the profession of writing; 2) the source (such as 




Intrinsic Motivation refers to behavior which is driven by internal rewards. It is 
behavior that a person engages in to feel competent and self-determining (Deci, 
1975).For example, learning a new language not because it is required but because you 
like experiencing new things. 
Extrinsic Motivation is reward-driven behavior. Examples of these rewards are fame, 
money, grades and praise (Deci, 1975).For example, competing in sports for trophies and 
completing work for money. 
Full-time Business faculty is defined as those individuals who are higher education 
faculty and are classified as fulltime faculty by their institution and taught at least one 
business credit course during the fall term 2003 when the NSOPF: 04 survey was 
conducted. 
Part-time faculty is defined as those individuals who are higher education faculty and 
are classified as part-time faculty by their institution(s) and who were teaching at least 
one business credit course during the fall term when the NSOPF: 04 study was 
conducted. 
Job status is defined as the classification of a faculty member by his or her institution as 
either full-time or part-time. 
Overall job satisfaction is a global perspective of a faculty member regarding his or her 
relative contentment with the satisfaction index (sum) of employment items (X01Q62) 




Normative Approach is a value-based approach to building communities. It assumes 
that all people have a need to belong, that they want to have a sense of purpose, and want 
to experience success. This gives every individual ownership in the community. 
Satisfaction with employment index is comprised of the sum of NSOPF: 04 satisfaction 
scores for workload (Q62A), salary (Q62B), benefits (Q62C), and job overall (Q62D). 
Satisfaction with instruction index is comprised of the sum of NSOPF: 04 satisfaction 
scores for authority to make [academic] decisions (Q61A), instructional technology 
(Q61B), equipment/facilities (Q61C), and support for teaching improvement (Q61D). 
Satisfaction with intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction factors is comprised of the 
NSOPF: 04 opinion scores for teaching is rewarded (Q82A), part-time faculty treated 
fairly (Q82B), female faculty are treated fairly (Q82C), racial minority faculty are treated 
fairly (Q82D), and opinion about choosing an academic career again (Q83). 
Teaching field is derived by combining the principal field of teaching, general area codes 
employed in the NSOPF: 04 faculty study into the two teaching field categories of liberal 
arts leading to associate of arts or sciences degrees or career programs leading to 
associate of applied business or science degrees. 
Full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment is based on full- and part-time enrollment based 
on IPEDS data for full-time enrollment plus one-third of IPEDS data for part-time 
enrollment (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2007b; Heuer, et al., 
2005). 
The degree of urbanization is derived from IPEDS by NSOPF: 04 using the U.S. 
Census Bureau’s initial locale codes comprised of seven institutionally reported locales 
of rural, small, and large towns; mid-size city, urban fringe of mid-size city, large city, 
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and urban fringe of large city. The NSOPF: 04 labels have been aggregated into the four 
categories of rural, town, mid-size city, and large city for this study Carnegie Foundation 
for Advancement of Teaching, 2007). 
Career stages are defined as early career stage (35 years of age or younger), mid-career 
stage (over 35 years of age to 54 years of age), or late career stage (55 years of age and 
older). These age ranges are also the same as those used by Hagedorn (2000). 
Job satisfaction or employee satisfaction has been defined in many different ways. Some 
believe it is simply how content an individual is with his or her job, in other words, 
whether or not they like the job or individual aspects or facets of jobs, such as nature of 
work or supervision. Others believe it is not as simplistic as this definition suggests and 
instead that multidimensional psychological responses to one's job are involved. 
Researchers have also noted that job satisfaction measures vary in the extent to which 
they measure feelings about the job (affective job satisfaction).or cognitions about the job 
(cognitive job satisfaction) 
NCES: The National Center for Education Statistics is the primary federal entity for 
collecting and analyzing data related to education.  
NPEC: The National Postsecondary Education Cooperative was established by NCES in 
1995 as a voluntary organization that encompasses all sectors of the postsecondary 
education community including federal agencies, postsecondary institutions, associations 
and other organizations with a major interest in postsecondary education data collection. 
NPEC's mission is to "promote the quality, comparability and utility of postsecondary 
data and information that support policy development at the federal, state, and institution 
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levels." NPEC is composed of two panels — NPEC - IPEDS and NPEC - Sample 
Surveys. 
NPEC – IPEDS: NCES has assigned NPEC the specific responsibility for developing a 
research and development agenda for the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (IPEDS). IPEDS is the core postsecondary education data collection program for 
NCES. NPEC also intermittently produces products for use by postsecondary data 
providers, users, and institutional representatives. 
NPEC - Sample Surveys (NPEC-S) is designed to provide high level guidance on the 
evolution of a suite of studies that include the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study 
(NPSAS), the Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study (BPS), the 
Baccalaureate and Beyond Longitudinal Study (B&B), and other survey and 





Methods and Procedures 
Research Design and Data Analysis 
In this chapter, the methods used to collect the data, as well as the procedures 
which were taken to compile such data, are discussed. A hierarchical multiple regression 
was conducted to determine if demographics variables, employment, compensation, 
workload, and scholarly production predict job satisfaction. 
Sample 
Data come from the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), 
which includes both a Faculty Survey and Institutional Survey component. The Faculty 
component of the NSOPF:04 consisted of a sample of 35,000 faculty and instructional 
staff across a sample of 1,080 public and private not-for-profit degree granting 
postsecondary institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Completed 
interviews were obtained from 26,100 faculty and instructional staff; the weighted 
response rate for faculty was 76%. According to NCES (2005), these survey respondents 
represent the estimated 1.2 million faculty and instructional staff in the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia in 2003- 04. The population of faculty and instructional staff 
included instructional faculty, staff with instructional responsibilities, and faculty with no 
instructional responsibilities.  
Instruments 
The NSOPF 2004 data has already been collected by The National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES). The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 
(NSOPF:04) is a study that collects data regarding the workload, characteristics, and 
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career paths of full and part-time postsecondary faculty and instructional staff at public 
and private two- and four-year institutions in the United States. NSOPF 2004 is a 
nationally representative study, sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education’s 
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The sample for this study consists of 
full and part-time faculty and instructional staff in postsecondary institution in the 50 
states and District of Columbia. The study utilized stratified, systematic samples of 
faculty and institutions to increase high levels of precision and detailed comparisons.  
The selection methodology for the institution sample was based on a probability 
proportional size. 1,080 postsecondary institutions were selected to participate in this 
study but 1,070 were eligible. The faculty and the instructional staff who participated in 
the study were employed by participating institutions as of November 1, 2003. A total of 
34, 330 faculty were sampled.  
The instrument for the NSOPF:04 data collection included two questionnaires, 
one for the institution and one for the faculty. The focus of this study will be on the 
faculty instrument. The faculty instrument consisted of eight sections: employment, 
academic and professional background, institutional responsibilities and workload, 
scholarly activities, job satisfaction and retirement plans, monetary compensation, 
sociodemographic information, and opinions about working conditions at the institutions. 
It is not necessary to employ an instrument in order to gather data from individual 
subjects. 
Table 1 summarizes the descriptive statistics of the data which were analyzed. 






 N Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Dev 
Gender 1603 1 2 1.33 .471 
Age, year of birth 1603 1921 1980 1953.36 10.068 
Race/ethnicity, Hispanic/Latino 1603 0 1 .04 .185 
Race, American Indian or Alaska Native 1603 0 1 .02 .136 
Race, Asian 1603 0 1 .07 .257 
Race, Black or African American 1603 0 1 .08 .278 
Race, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1603 0 1 .00 .056 
Race, White 1603 0 1 .85 .359 
Satisfaction with authority to make 
decisions 
1603 1 4 1.27 .549 
Satisfaction with tech-based activities 1603 1 4 1.68 .783 
Satisfaction with equipment/facilities 1603 1 4 1.78 .814 
Satisfaction with institutional support for 
teaching improvement 
1603 1 4 2.02 .898 
Satisfaction with workload 1603 1 4 1.76 .817 
Satisfaction with salary 1603 1 4 2.24 .948 
Satisfaction with benefits 1603 1 4 2.14 .951 
Satisfaction with job overall 1603 1 4 1.63 .725 
Scholarly activity, any funded 1603 0 1 .11 .317 
Valid N (listwise) 1603     
 
 
The perceptual model of the proposed theoretical framework is illustrated in figure 10. It 
proposes to show factors which contribute to job satisfaction of business faculty. The 
factors are age, race, satisfaction with authority to make decisions, satisfaction with 
workload, demographics, highest degree, satisfaction with technology-based activities, 
satisfaction with salary, satisfaction with benefits, satisfaction with institutional support 
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 The data was collected by NCES. This is a non-experimental study. Clearance 
was received to use the NSOPF 2004 data. Data was gathered from the responses to the 
questions which are counterparts to the research questions. SPSS was used to analyze the 
data 
Limitations 
Validity is not in question due to the methods which were employed in this study 
such as sample size and participant make up. However, faculty could have interpreted the 
questions in different ways due to their various personal characteristics. This study is 
limited to business faculty in higher education and therefore cannot be generalized across 
other disciplines. The age of the data is another limitation. The study was conducted 









Principal Field of Teaching-Specific Code 




Valid Accounting and related services 356 20.1 20.1 
 Business admin/management/operations 405 22.9 43.0 
 Business operations support/assistance 42 2.4 45.3 
 Finance/financial management services 188 10.6 56.0 
 Human resources management & services 130 7.3 63.3 
 Marketing 191 10.8 74.1 
 Business/mgt/marketing/related, other 332 18.7 92.8 
 Management info systems/services 127 7.2 100.0 
 Total 1771 100.0  
 
There were eight principal fields of teaching. The fields were: accounting and related 
services, business administration/management/operations; business operations 
support/assistance; finance/financial management services; human resources management 
and services; marketing; management of information systems and services and one 
category which included business management/marketing and other related fields.  
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Table 3 shows the distribution of full and part-time faculty. 
 
Table 3 
Employed Full or Part-time at this Institution 
 
 Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid Full time 1098 62.0 62.0 
Part time 673 38.0 100.0 
Total 1771 100.0  
 
 






Principal Research Field-specific Code 




Valid {Legitimate skip} 
920 51.9 51.9 
 Design & applied arts 
1 .1 52.0 
 Accounting and related services 
131 7.4 59.4 
 Business admin/management/operations 196 11.1 70.5 
 Business operations support/assistance 11 .6 71.1 
 Finance/financial management services 106 6.0 77.1 
 Human resources management & Svcs 
63 3.6 80.6 
 Marketing 
107 6.0 86.7 
 Business/mgt/marketing/related, other 145 8.2 94.9 
 Management info systems/services 
73 4.1 99.0 
 Computer/info tech admin/mgt 1 .1 99.0 
 Computer systems analysis 
1 .1 99.1 
 Education, other 2 .1 99.2 
 Ed assessment 
1 .1 99.3 
 Law 1 .1 99.3 
 Statistics 1 .1 99.4 
 Parks, recreation, and leisure studies 
1 .1 99.4 
 Economics 1 .1 99.5 
 Other 9 .5 100.0 
 Total 1771 100.0  
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Table 5 shows the distribution of satisfaction with authority to make decisions. More than 
76% of faculty were very satisfied with their authority to make decisions.  
 
Table 5 








{Legitimate skip} 39 2.2 2.2 
 
Very satisfied 1347 76.1 78.3 
 
Somewhat satisfied 328 18.5 96.8 
 
Somewhat dissatisfied 40 2.3 99.0 
 
Very dissatisfied 17 1.0 100.0 
 
Total 1771 100.0  
 





Table 6  







Valid {Legitimate skip} 920 51.9 51.9 
 Basic research 278 15.7 67.6 
 Applied/policy-oriented research 353 19.9 87.6 
 Literary/performance/exhibitions 26 1.5 89.0 
 Program/curriculum design or dev 144 8.1 97.2 
 Other 50 2.8 100.0 
 Total 1771 100.0  
Data was gathered on the satisfaction with technology-based activities. Table 7 shows the 
frequency distribution. 48.1% were very satisfied with technology-based activities. 
 
Table 7  
Satisfaction with Technology-based Activities 
 




Valid {Legitimate skip} 39 2.2 2.2 
 Very satisfied 852 48.1 50.3 
 Somewhat satisfied 657 37.1 87.4 
 Somewhat dissatisfied 167 9.4 96.8 
 Very dissatisfied 56 3.2 100.0 





Data was gathered on the satisfaction with equipment/facilities. Table 8 shows the 
frequency distribution of satisfaction with equipment/facilities. 
 
Table 8  
Satisfaction with Equipment/Facilities 




Valid {Legitimate skip} 39 2.2 2.2 
 Very satisfied 
765 43.2 45.4 
 Somewhat satisfied 
672 37.9 83.3 
 Somewhat dissatisfied 
236 13.3 96.7 
 Very dissatisfied 
59 3.3 100.0 
 Total 






Data was gathered on the satisfaction with technology-based activities. Table 9 shows the 
frequency distribution of the satisfaction with technology-based activities. 
 
Table 9  
Satisfaction with Institutional Support for Teaching Improvement 




Valid {Legitimate skip} 39 2.2 2.2 
 Very satisfied 
567 32.0 34.2 
 Somewhat satisfied 
709 40.0 74.3 
 Somewhat dissatisfied 
332 18.7 93.0 
 Very dissatisfied 
124 7.0 100.0 
 Total 1771 100.0  
 
 
Data was gathered on the satisfaction with workload. Table 10 shows the frequency 
distribution of the satisfaction with workload. 
 
Table 10  
Satisfaction with Workload 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Very satisfied 807 45.6 45.6 
 Somewhat satisfied 686 38.7 84.3 
 Somewhat dissatisfied 210 11.9 96.2 
 Very dissatisfied 68 3.8 100.0 
 Total 1771 100.0  
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Data was gathered on the satisfaction with salary. Table 11 shows the frequency 
distribution for satisfaction with salary. 
 
Table 11  
Satisfaction with Salary 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Very satisfied 411 23.2 23.2 
 Somewhat satisfied 762 43.0 66.2 
 Somewhat dissatisfied 377 21.3 87.5 
 Very dissatisfied 221 12.5 100.0 
 Total 1771 100.0  
 
 
Data was gathered on the satisfaction with benefits. Table 12 shows the frequency 
distribution for satisfaction with benefits. 
 
Table 12  
Satisfaction with Benefits 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Very satisfied 503 28.4 28.4 
 Somewhat satisfied 717 40.5 68.9 
 Somewhat dissatisfied 346 19.5 88.4 
 Very dissatisfied 205 11.6 100.0 





Data was gathered on the satisfaction with job overall. Table 13 shows the frequency 
distribution of satisfaction with job overall. 
 
Table 13  
Satisfaction with Job Overall 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Very satisfied 896 50.6 50.6 
 Somewhat satisfied 696 39.3 89.9 
 Somewhat dissatisfied 143 8.1 98.0 
 Very dissatisfied 36 2.0 100.0 
 Total 1771 100.0  
 
 
Data was gathered on race/ethnicity to see the number who identified as Hispanic or 
Latino. Table 14 shows the frequency distribution. 
 
Table 14  
Race/ethnicity, Hispanic/Latino 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Not Hispanic/Latino 1703 96.2 96.2 
 Hispanic/Latino 68 3.8 100.0 





Data was gathered on race/ethnicity to see the number who identified as American Indian 
or Alaska Native. Table 15 shows the frequency distribution. 
 
Table 15  
Race, American Indian or Alaska Native 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Not American Indian/Alaska Native 1703 98.2 98.2 
 American Indian/Alaska Native 32 1.8 100.0 




Data was gathered on race/ethnicity to see the number who identified as Asian. Table 16 
shows the frequency distribution. 6.8% identified as Asian. 
 
Table 16  
Race, Asian 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Not Asian 1651 93.2 93.2 
 Asian 120 6.8 100.0 





Data was gathered on race/ethnicity to see the number who identified as Black or African 
American. Table 17 shows the frequency distribution. 8.8% identified as Black or 
African American. 
 
Table 17  
Race, Black or African American 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Not Black/African American 1616 91.2 91.2 
 Black/African American 155 8.8 100.0 
 Total 1771 100.0  
 
 
Data was gathered on race/ethnicity to see the number who identified as Native Hawaiian 
or other Pacific Islander. Table 18 shows the frequency distribution. 
 
Table 18  
Race, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Not Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1765 99.7 99.7 
 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 6 .3 100.0 





Data was gathered on race/ethnicity to see the number who identified as White. Table 19 
shows the frequency distribution. 84.8% identified as white. 
 
Table 19  
Race, White 
  Frequency Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Not White 269 15.2 15.2 
 White 1502 84.8 100.0 
 Total 1771 100.0  
 
In general, most faculty reported being very satisfied or somewhat satisfied with 
authority to make decisions, technology-based activities, equipment and facilities, 
workload, and salary. The data gathered on race and ethnicity revealed that almost 85% 
of the faculty identified as white. Less than 2% identified as American Indian or Alaska 
native.3.8% identified as Hispanic or Latino; 6.8% identified as Asian and 8.8% 
identified as Black or African American. Most respondents skipped the question on the 




Results of Data Analysis 
The expertise and field-based research of business faculty create enduring local 
and global concepts that shape best practices. The purpose of this study is to contribute to 
the body of research on the factors which influence the job satisfaction and retention of 
business faculty in higher education. It is also a purpose to make a case for a new 
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) which should collect data on 
additional factors including the influences of technology as well as the effects of remote 
learning. 
Data for this study was obtained from the National Study of Postsecondary 
Faculty (NSOPF:04), which was conducted by the National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES). The participants included in the study were faculty and instructional 
staff employed in degree-granting public and private not-for-profit postsecondary 
institutions in the United States. This report describes the gender, race/ethnicity, tenure 
status, and income of all faculty and instructional staff, by employment status, institution 
type, and program area.  
Demographic Characteristics of the Participants 
 Although the NSOPF:04 was administered to faculty in 141 fields of teaching, 
this study selected only instructional faculty who taught in business schools. A nationally 
representative sample of business faculty was selected from the NSOPF:04 database. 
There were 1603 faculty who taught in business schools. 
 To answer the research questions posed for this study a stepwise multiple 
regression was performed between job satisfaction overall as the dependent variable and 
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the following independent variables: satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with 
technology-based activities, satisfaction with salary, satisfaction with authority to make 
decisions, satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, satisfaction 
with benefits and highest degree of the faculty member. Analysis was performed using 




Table 20  
Descriptive Statistics 
 Mean Std. Dev N 
Satisfaction with job overall 1.63 .725 1603 
Gender 1.33 .471 1603 
Age, year of birth 1953.36 10.068 1603 
Race/ethnicity, Hispanic/Latino .04 .185 1603 
Race, American Indian or Alaska Native .02 .136 1603 
Race, Asian .07 .257 1603 
Race, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander .00 .056 1603 
Race, White .85 .359 1603 
Satisfaction with authority to make decisions 1.27 .549 1603 
Satisfaction with technology-based activities 1.68 .783 1603 
Satisfaction with equipment/facilities 1.78 .814 1603 
Satisfaction w institutional sprt for teach improv 2.02 .898 1603 
Satisfaction with workload 1.76 .817 1603 
Satisfaction with salary 2.24 .948 1603 
Satisfaction with benefits 2.14 .951 1603 
Highest degree 2.62 1.551 1603 
Scholarly activity, any .50 .500 1603 
Employed full or part time at this institution 1.35 .477 1603 
The dependent variable is satisfaction with job overall. 
Positive means the more support, the higher the job satisfaction  
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Table 21  
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis ─ Model Summary 
 
 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary 
d. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions 
e. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 













Change df1 df2 
Sig. F 
Change 
1 .539a .291 .290 .611 .291 656.206 1 1601 .000 
2 .617b .380 .379 .571 .089 230.761 1 1600 .000 
3 .660c .436 .435 .545 .055 157.112 1 1599 .000 
4 .682d .465 .464 .531 .030 88.191 1 1598 .000 
5 .698e .487 .485 .520 .022 67.636 1 1597 .000 
6 .703f .495 .493 .516 .008 25.419 1 1596 .000 
7 .707g .500 .498 .514 .005 16.568 1 1595 .000 
8 .709h .503 .501 .513 .003 9.764 1 1594 .002 
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f. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, Satisfaction with 
benefits 
g. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, Satisfaction with 
benefits, Highest degree 
h. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, Satisfaction with 
benefits, Highest degree, Race, White 
The Model column conveys the number and the order of the factors entered into the 
regression equation. The R column conveys the multiple correlation coefficient between 
the criterion and the factor(s) at each step. 
A stepwise multiple regression was performed between job satisfaction overall as 
the dependent variable and the following independent variables: satisfaction with 
workload, satisfaction with technology-based activities, satisfaction with salary, 
satisfaction with authority to make decisions, satisfaction with institutional support for 
teaching improvement, satisfaction with benefits and highest degree of the faculty 
member. Analysis was performed using SPSS stepwise multiple regression. N = 1603. 
 Table 21: Results of Multiple Regression Analysis ─ Model Summary shows that 
there were eight steps in which factors were entered in the regression equation: 
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1. MODEL 1: Satisfaction with workload was entered at the first step. The first row and 
second column (R = .539) show that the correlation between satisfaction with 
workload and job satisfaction is .539. The R square column shows that satisfaction 
with workload contributes 29.1 percent to the variance in job satisfaction. The 
adjusted R square is 29 percent. R square change shows that satisfaction with 
workload added accounted for 29.1 percent of the variance in job satisfaction. Since 
this is the first step in the analysis, there is only one variable in the regression 
equation so the R square and R square change are the same. The proportion (R square 
change) is significant at alpha of .05 
2. MODEL 2:  Satisfaction with technology-based activities was entered at the second 
step. Table 21 shows that the multiple correlation between satisfaction with workload, 
satisfaction with technology-based activities and job satisfaction is .617 ((R = .617). 
Satisfaction with workload and satisfaction with technology-based activities together 
accounted for 38.0 percent of the variance in job satisfaction (R2 = .380). The 
adjusted R square is still similar to the standard R square (Adjusted R square = .379). 
The second variable (Satisfaction with technology-based activities) added 8.9 percent 
to the variance in job satisfaction (R square change = .089). This R square change is 
still significant at alpha of .05 (Sig. F change = .000). 
3. MODEL 3: Satisfaction with salary was entered at the third step. Table 21 shows that 
the multiple correlation between satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with 
technology-based activities, satisfaction with salary and job satisfaction is .660 ((R = 
.660). The three variables accounted for 43.6 percent of the variance in job 
satisfaction (R2 = .436). This adjusted R square is still similar to the standard R square 
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(Adjusted R square = .435). The third variable (Satisfaction with salary) added 5.5 
percent to the variance in job satisfaction (R square change = .055). This R square 
change is still significant at alpha of .05 (Sig. F change = .000). 
4. MODEL 4: Satisfaction with authority to make decisions was added at the fourth 
step. Table 21 shows that the multiple correlation between satisfaction with workload, 
satisfaction with technology-based activities, satisfaction with salary, satisfaction 
with authority to make decisions and job satisfaction is .682 ((R = .682). The four 
variables accounted for 46.5 percent of the variance in job satisfaction (R2 = .465). 
This adjusted R square is still similar to the standard R square (Adjusted R square = 
.464). The fourth variable (Satisfaction with authority to make decisions) added 3.0 
percent to the variance in job satisfaction (R square change = .030). This R square 
change is still significant at alpha of .05 (Sig. F change = .000). 
5. MODEL 5: Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement was 
added at the fifth step. Table 21 shows that the multiple correlation between 
satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-based activities, satisfaction 
with salary, satisfaction with authority to make decisions, satisfaction with 
institutional support for teaching improvement and job satisfaction is .698 (R = .698). 
The five variables accounted for 48.7 percent of the variance in job satisfaction (R2 = 
.487). This adjusted R square is still similar to the standard R square (Adjusted R 
square = .485). The fifth variable (Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 
improvement) added 2.2 percent to the variance in job satisfaction (R square change = 
.022). This R square change is still significant at alpha of .05 (Sig. F change = .000). 
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6. MODEL 6: Satisfaction with benefits was added at the sixth step. Table 21 shows that 
the multiple correlation between satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with 
technology-based activities, satisfaction with salary, satisfaction with authority to 
make decisions, satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, 
satisfaction with benefits and job satisfaction is .703 (R = .703). The six variables 
accounted for 49.5 percent of the variance in job satisfaction (R2 = .495). This 
adjusted R square is still similar to the standard R square (Adjusted R square = .493). 
The sixth variable (Satisfaction with benefits) added 0.8 percent to the variance in job 
satisfaction (R square change = .008). This R square change is still significant at alpha 
of .05 (Sig. F change = .000). 
7. MODEL 7: Highest degree was added at the seventh step. Table 21 shows that the 
multiple correlation between satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-
based activities, satisfaction with salary, satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, satisfaction with 
benefits, highest degree and job satisfaction is .707 (R = .707). The seven variables 
accounted for 50.0 percent of the variance in job satisfaction (R2 = .500). This 
adjusted R square is still similar to the standard R square (Adjusted R square = .498). 
The seventh variable (Highest degree) added 0.5 percent to the variance in job 
satisfaction (R square change = .005). This R square change is still significant at alpha 
of .05 (Sig. F change = .000). 
The model summary table is followed by footnotes. The footnotes list the 
variables in each step. The table shows that satisfaction with workload is the best 
predictor of job satisfaction. 
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 The results of the stepwise multiple regression analysis revealed that all the 
factors emerged as significant predictors of job satisfaction (F = 201.75, p < .001). With a 
beta of .539 (p <.001), satisfaction with workload emerged as the strongest predictor of 




Table 22  




Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 244.975 1 244.975 656.206 .000b 
Residual 597.686 1601 .373   
Total 842.661 1602    
2 Regression 320.311 2 160.156 490.570 .000c 
Residual 522.350 1600 .326   
Total 842.661 1602    
3 Regression 367.044 3 122.348 411.327 .000d 
Residual 475.617 1599 .297   
Total 842.661 1602    
4 Regression 391.919 4 97.980 347.365 .000e 
Residual 450.742 1598 .282   
Total 842.661 1602    
5 Regression 410.234 5 82.047 303.007 .000f 
Residual 432.428 1597 .271   
Total 842.661 1602    
6 Regression 417.013 6 69.502 260.603 .000g 
Residual 425.649 1596 .267   
Total 842.661 1602    
7 Regression 421.389 7 60.198 227.920 .000h 
Residual 421.273 1595 .264   
Total 842.661 1602    
8 Regression 423.953 8 52.994 201.746 .000i 
Residual 418.708 1594 .263   
Total 842.661 1602    
 
a. Dependent Variable: Satisfaction with job overall 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload 




d. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary 
e. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions 
f. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement 
g. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, Satisfaction with 
benefits 
h. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, Satisfaction with 
benefits, Highest degree 
i. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction with workload, Satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, Satisfaction with salary, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, Satisfaction with 
benefits, Highest degree, Race, White  
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Table 22 displays the results of the one-way ANOVA. Multiple regression 
analysis uses one-way ANOVA to examine the overall level of significance for each 
regression model. There is one ANOVA test for each model. The order of the models is 
listed in the first column of Table 22 (Model), the second column provides the sum of 
squares, degrees of freedom can be found in the third column, mean square (fourth 
column), ANOVA F ratio (fifth column), and overall level of significance (sixth column). 
For the results of this analysis, the ANOVA F ratio and the overall level of significance 
are reported. 
1. MODEL 1: The first row shows the results of ANOVA for the first model 
(Satisfaction with workload). With only one factor in (Satisfaction with workload), 
the model is a significant predictor of overall job satisfaction, (F = 656.206, Sig. = 
.000) 
2. MODEL 2: The second row shows the results of ANOVA for the second model 
(Satisfaction with workload and satisfaction with technology-based activities). With 
these two factors in, the model is also a significant predictor of overall job 
satisfaction, (F = 490.570, Sig. = .000) 
3. MODEL 3: The third row shows the results of ANOVA for the third model 
(Satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-based activities and 
satisfaction with salary). With these three factors in, the model is still a significant 
predictor of overall job satisfaction, (F = 411.327, Sig. = .000) 
4. MODEL 4: The fourth row shows the results of ANOVA for the fourth model 
(Satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-based activities, satisfaction 
with salary and satisfaction with authority to make decisions). With these four factors 
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in, the model is still a significant predictor of overall job satisfaction, (F = 347.365, 
Sig. = .000). 
5. MODEL 5: The fifth row shows the results of ANOVA for the fifth model 
(Satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-based activities, satisfaction 
with salary, satisfaction with authority to make decisions and satisfaction with 
institutional support for teaching improvement). With these five factors in, the model 
is still a significant predictor of overall job satisfaction, (F = 303.007, Sig. = .000). 
6. MODEL 6: The sixth row shows the results of ANOVA for the sixth model 
(Satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-based activities, satisfaction 
with salary, satisfaction with authority to make decisions, satisfaction with 
institutional support for teaching improvement and satisfaction with benefits). With 
these six factors in, the model is still a significant predictor of overall job satisfaction, 
(F = 260.603, Sig. = .000). 
7. MODEL 7: The seventh row shows the results of ANOVA for the seventh model 
(Satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-based activities, satisfaction 
with salary, satisfaction with authority to make decisions, satisfaction with 
institutional support for teaching improvement, satisfaction with benefits and highest 
degree). With these seven factors in, the model is still a significant predictor of 
overall job satisfaction, (F = 227.920, Sig. = .000). 
8. MODEL 8: The eighth row shows the results of ANOVA for the eighth model 
(Satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-based activities, satisfaction 
with salary, satisfaction with authority to make decisions, satisfaction with 
institutional support for teaching improvement, satisfaction with benefits, highest 
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degree and race, white). With these eight factors in, the model is still a significant 
predictor of overall job satisfaction, (F = 201.746, Sig. = .000). 
In summary, the results of ANOVA show that the eight-factor model significantly 
predicts job satisfaction over all (F = 201.75, p < .001). 
Table 23 displays the unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients, their 
levels of significance, and the collinearity statistics. 
 








t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) .784 .036  21.611 .000 
Satisfaction with 
workload 
.479 .019 .539 25.617 .000 
2 (Constant) .450 .040  11.125 .000 
Satisfaction with 
workload 




.292 .019 .315 15.191 .000 
3 (Constant) .224 .043  5.271 .000 
Satisfaction with 
workload 




.241 .019 .260 12.831 .000 
Satisfaction with salary .202 .016 .264 12.534 .000 
4 (Constant) .050 .045  1.111 .267 
Satisfaction with 
workload 






.197 .019 .213 10.437 .000 
Satisfaction with salary .196 .016 .257 12.485 .000 
Satisfaction with 
authority to make 
decisions 
.244 .026 .185 9.391 .000 
5 (Constant) -.011 .045  -.245 .807 
Satisfaction with 
workload 




.139 .020 .150 6.979 .000 
Satisfaction with salary .176 .016 .230 11.302 .000 
Satisfaction with 
authority to make 
decisions 
.233 .026 .176 9.136 .000 
Satisfaction with 
institutional support for 
teaching improvement 
.150 .018 .186 8.224 .000 
6 (Constant) -.069 .046  -1.494 .135 
Satisfaction with 
workload 




.135 .020 .145 6.829 .000 
Satisfaction with salary .145 .017 .190 8.744 .000 
Satisfaction with 
authority to make 
decisions 
.217 .026 .165 8.520 .000 
Satisfaction with 
institutional support for 
teaching improvement 
.144 .018 .178 7.944 .000 
Satisfaction with 
benefits 
.078 .016 .103 5.042 .000 
7 (Constant) .037 .053  .702 .483 
Satisfaction with 
workload 






.128 .020 .138 6.507 .000 
Satisfaction with salary .144 .017 .189 8.724 .000 
Satisfaction with 
authority to make 
decisions 
.227 .025 .171 8.890 .000 
Satisfaction with 
institutional support for 
teaching improvement 
.141 .018 .174 7.781 .000 
Satisfaction with 
benefits 
.082 .015 .107 5.276 .000 
Highest degree -.034 .008 -.074 -4.070 .000 
8 (Constant) .132 .061  2.169 .030 
Satisfaction with 
workload 




.130 .020 .140 6.605 .000 
Satisfaction with salary .142 .017 .186 8.604 .000 
Satisfaction with 
authority to make 
decisions 
.224 .025 .170 8.816 .000 
Satisfaction with 
institutional support for 
teaching improvement 
.142 .018 .175 7.860 .000 
Satisfaction with 
benefits 
.081 .015 .106 5.247 .000 
Highest degree -.033 .008 -.071 -3.924 .000 
Race, White -.112 .036 -.055 -3.125 .002 
 
 
Table 23 displays the unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients, 




1. The first column (Model) displays the number and order of the models and lists 
the variables that entered into the regression equation at each step (model). This 
column is consistent with the previous two tables.  
2. The second and third columns (B and Std. Error, respectively) convey the 
unstandardized regression coefficients (b’s) and their standard errors for each 
factor entered in the analysis. The table also reports the constant (a) for each 
model: first line in each row (Constant) and first column (B). 
3. The fourth column (Beta) conveys the standardized regression coefficients (β). 
This column reports the size and direction of the partial correlation between each 
factor and the criterion (in this case, Job Satisfaction overall). 
4. The fifth and sixth columns (t and Sig. respectively) report the t value and the 
level of significance (p) for each regression coefficient. This statistic examines 
whether the partial correlation between the criterion and the corresponding factor 
is significant. 
These coefficients and statistics are reported for each factor entered in the 
regression equation and reassessed once a new variable is entered. Only the last model is 
needed because it displays the coefficients for all factors that make the best contribution 
to the variance in the criterion (Job Satisfaction), that is, model 8. 
1. The first line in model 8 (Constant) reports the regression constant (the intercept 
value in the regression equation). The second column shows that the constant for 
this model is .132 (B = .132) with a standard error of .061, Std. Error = .061). 
Table 4.4 does not report the standardized coefficient for the constant (first line in 
row eight) because the constant for a standardized regression equation is zero. 
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2. The second line in model 8 reports the coefficients and statistics for the strongest 
factor in the equation, Satisfaction with workload. The unstandardized regression 
coefficient for Satisfaction with workload is .225 with a standard error of .019. 
3. Satisfaction with technology-based activities is reported on the third line of this 
model. The unstandardized regression coefficient for Satisfaction with 
technology-based activities is .130 with a standard error of .020. 
4. The fourth line in model 8 reports the coefficients and statistics for satisfaction 
with salary. The unstandardized regression coefficient for Satisfaction with salary 
is .142 with a standard error of .017. 
5. The fifth line in model 8 reports the coefficients and statistics for the second 
strongest factor in the equation, Satisfaction with authority to make decisions. The 
unstandardized regression coefficient for Satisfaction with authority to make 
decisions is .224 with a standard error of .025. 
6. The sixth line in model 8 reports the coefficients and statistics for satisfaction 
with institutional support for teaching improvement. The unstandardized 
regression coefficient for Satisfaction with institutional support for teaching 
improvement is .142 with a standard error of .018. 
7. Satisfaction with benefits is reported on the seventh line of this model. The 
unstandardized regression coefficient for Satisfaction with benefits is .081 with a 






Implications of Findings 
 An exploratory analysis of higher education business faculty was conducted using 
the data from the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). The 
purpose of the study was to contribute to the body of research on the factors which 
influence the job satisfaction and retention of business faculty in higher education. 
NSOPF: 2004 is a nationally representative sample of higher education business faculty 
and was sponsored by the NCES and the U.S. Department of Education. It is important to 
investigate the characteristics which predict job satisfaction of business faculty as their 
expertise and field-based research affect the global economy. 
These are the questions which guided the study: 
1. Do characteristics of the structure of the population of business faculty (such as 
gender, race, and age) predict job satisfaction? 
2. What set of the following factors best predicts levels of job satisfaction among 
business faculty: satisfaction with workload, satisfaction with technology-based 
activities, satisfaction with salary, satisfaction with authority to make decisions, 
satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement, satisfaction with 
benefits and highest degree of the faculty member.  
3. Do (research activities such as) number of book/journal publications, 
presentations and funded research predict business faculty job satisfaction? 
For research question one, the findings were that based on gender, male and 
female were equally satisfied and based on race, Asians were most satisfied. For research 
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question two, the findings were that the factors which were examined predicted varied 
levels of job satisfaction among business faculty. The factors were: satisfaction with 
workload, satisfaction with technology-based activities, satisfaction with salary, 
satisfaction with authority to make decisions, satisfaction with institutional support for 
teaching improvement, satisfaction with benefits and highest degree of the faculty 
member. For research question three, the findings were that faculty were satisfied with all 
of their scholarly activities. 
Relationship to Prior Research 
The theoretical framework examined the effect of several factors on the job 
satisfaction of business faculty. These included age, race, satisfaction with authority to 
make decisions, satisfaction with workload, demographics, highest degree, satisfaction 
with technology-based activities, satisfaction with salary, satisfaction with benefits, 
satisfaction with institutional support for teaching improvement and satisfaction with 
scholarly activities. 
 Maslow’s needs hierarchy theory was one of the first theories to examine the 
important contributors to job satisfaction. The theory was developed to provide a general 
explanation of human motivation.  Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory suggests that 
human needs form a five-level hierarchy which progress from lower order needs to 
Higher Order Needs. Basic physiological needs are listed on the first level, this includes 
eating, drinking, sleeping, breathing, safety needs, and protection against theft and 
damage. The next level concerns the social nature of the human being - the need to 
belong, this is listed as “Social / Love / Belonging”. The next level describes the need for 
esteem or status, and this includes recognition, power employment and money. At the top 
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of the list is Self-Actualization which is the need for personal accomplishment and the 
development of personality.  
The job characteristics model designed by Hackman and Oldham only applies to 
jobs that are usually carried out independently by employees. The model is exclusively 
focused on the relationship between individuals and their work. Five core job dimensions 
promote the three psychological states this leads to several valuable personal and work 
outcomes. The link between the core job dimensions and the critical psychological states 
and between the critical psychological states and the personal and work outcomes are 
shown as qualified by employee growth need strength. There is considerable evidence 
that differences among people moderate how they react to their work and the strength of 
the individual need appears to be a useful way to intellectualize and measure those 
differences. 
Psychologist Albert Bandura has defined self-efficacy as people's beliefs in their 
capabilities to exercise control over their own functioning and over events that affect 
their lives. Professor’s job satisfaction appears to be the most widely studied factor in 
relation to professor self-efficacy. Without self-efficacy, people will not try hard to 
achieve anything because they will have the perception that their efforts will be pointless. 
Professor self-efficacy is a professor’s perceived capability to impart knowledge and to 
influence the behavior of students. One's sense of self-efficacy can provide the 
foundation for motivation, well-being, and personal accomplishment. 
The results of the analysis indicated that business faculty comprise a distinct group 
among higher education faculty and possess a unique set of characteristics in terms of 
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their demographic educational background employment status workload, instructional 
practices, and research activities. 
 There are several features of the definition of job satisfaction which make it 
fundamentally complex. In the review of the literature, (Chaita, 2014) notes that there is 
confusion and debate about the applicability of Herzberg’s theory. 
Limitations of the Study 
 One of the challenges of this study was the age of the data. The most recent 
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty was completed in 2004. The study has only 
been conducted four times. The first one was in the 1987-88 academic year (NSOPF:88), 
the second study was in the 1992-93 academic year (NSOPF:93), the third study was 
conducted during the 1998-1999 academic year (NSOPF:99) and the fourth study was 
conducted during the 2003-2004 academic year (NSOPF:04).  It has been seventeen years 
since the last study. During that time there have been numerous changes which have 
presented challenges for postsecondary faculty. The process and outcomes of 
postsecondary education revolve around faculty. Faculty usually determine student 
performance standards, curriculum content and ultimately the quality of the preparation 
for careers. According to the National Center for Education Statistics: “Faculty members 
perform research and development work upon which this nation's technological and 
economic advancement depends. Through their public service activities, they make 
valuable contributions to society. For these reasons, it is essential to understand who they 
are; what they do; and whether, how, and why they are changing”. 
This study utilized the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty NSOPF: 2004 which is a 
nationally representative sample of higher education business faculty and was sponsored 
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by the NCES and the U.S. Department of Education. The Faculty component of the 
NSOPF:04 consisted of a sample of 35,000 faculty and instructional staff across a sample 
of 1,080 public and private not-for-profit degree granting postsecondary institutions in 
the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Completed interviews were obtained from 
26,100 faculty and instructional staff; the weighted response rate for faculty was 76%. 
According to NCES (2005), these survey respondents represent the estimated 1.2 million 
faculty and instructional staff in the 50 states and the District of Columbia in 2003- 04. 
The population of faculty and instructional staff included instructional faculty, staff with 
instructional responsibilities, and faculty with no instructional responsibilities.  
The NSOPF 2004 data has already been collected by The National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES). The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04) is a 
study that collects data regarding the workload, characteristics, and career paths of full 
and part-time postsecondary faculty and instructional staff at public and private two- and 
four-year institutions in the United States. NSOPF 2004 is a nationally representative 
study, sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES). The sample for this study consists of full and part-time faculty and 
instructional staff in postsecondary institution in the 50 states and District of Columbia. 
The study utilized stratified, systematic samples of faculty and institutions to increase 
high levels of precision and detailed comparisons.  
The instrument for the NSOPF:04 data collection included two questionnaires, one for 
the institution and one for the faculty. The focus of this study will be on the faculty 
instrument. The faculty instrument consisted of eight sections: employment, academic 
and professional background, institutional responsibilities and workload, scholarly 
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activities, job satisfaction and retirement plans, monetary compensation, 
sociodemographic information, and opinions about working conditions at the institutions. 
It is not necessary to employ an instrument to gather data from individual subjects. 
Recommendations for Future Research & Practice 
An integral part of the well-being of any institution depends on the recruitment 
and retention of talented professors. It is important for these people to be emotionally 
healthy, happy, and productive. The purpose of the NSOPF:04 study was, “To provide a 
national profile of postsecondary faculty and instructional staff: their professional 
backgrounds, responsibilities, workloads, salaries, benefits, and attitudes.” (NSOPF:04, 
2004). Many things have changed in the past seventeen years. The past year has been one 
of turmoil for educational institutions and particularly for those involved in higher 
education. There have been several developments in field of technology. It is important to 
get insights into how these affect out faculty and students. Hence a new NSOPF study 
should be conducted and should include many new questions including the use of 
technology in and out of the classrooms. 
There are more minority professors in higher education institutions. Particularly 
Asians and African Americans. The existing literature on job satisfaction relies heavily 
on old models. These models need to be modified and updated. There is no consistent 
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